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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

1. Claims 1 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US 5,838,768 (Sumar et al.) in view of US 6445782 (Elfe et al.) and further in view of 
US 5,915,012 (Miloslavsky) and US 5,915,01 1 (Miloslavsky) hereinafter referred to as 
Miloslavsky II. 

As to claims 1, 6, 7, 14, and 19, Sumar et al. teaches receiving a call from a 
subscriber requesting a service and a first IP 91 1 interacting with the subscriber. Sumar 
et al. further teaches that if is necessary to go to a second IP 91 2, it is done. (Col. 1 2, 
lines 24 - 65 of Sumar et al.) 

Note that while Sumar et al. teaches the sequential forwarding and processing of 
a call from IP 91 1 to IP 912 to a delivery IP 913, Sumar et al. also contemplates that 
any or all of these IPs, in any combination, may be implemented or reside together or 
apart, thus meaning that the functionality of the delivery IP 913 could be in IP 912, thus 
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limiting the scenario to a first and second IP as claimed. Moreover, in another scenario, 
a subscriber in Sumar et al. may be requesting mailbox information or messages and 
therefore, instead of using delivery IP 913, the information would be sent back to IP 
91 1 , where the subscriber was making his/her request from. (Col. 16, lines 42 - 54, 
Col. 13, lines 25-57, Col. 14, line 31 - Col. 18, line 44 of Sumar et al.) 

What Sumar et al. does not teach is an IP having the determiner functionality nor 
the initiator functionality to contact a second IP. 

Instead, Sumar et al. teaches that an SCP 901 , in contact w/ IP 91 1 , 912, and 
913 determines that it is necessary for conversion IP 912 to fetch a 
message/information from IP 91 1 , and that instead of IP 91 1 contacting IP 912, it is IP 
912 that contacts IP 91 1 . (Col. 12, lines 24 - 65 of Sumar et al.) 

However, as is clearly seen in this discussion, the functionality of the claimed 
invention is still taught by Sumar et al. and it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have given a first IP 91 1 
the determiner and initiator functionalities without going through an intermediate SCP 
901 element. 

First, the end result of IP 91 1 going through SCP 901 which determines that an 
exchange of messages / information with IP 912 is necessary is exactly the same as if 
IP 91 1 directly determined that contact with IP 912 was necessary. Also, whether it is 
the first IP 91 1 that contacts second IP 912 or vice versa, again, the end result of both 
IPs being in communication is effected. 
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Second, it is notoriously old and well known in the telephony arts to move 
elements and their functionality around within a system to meet various design 
preferences. Such is especially true in the advanced intelligent network (AIN) arts as 
taught by Elfe et al. (Col. 7, lines 1 1 - 25 of Elfe et al.) 

Also, Sumar et al. teaches SCP 901 instructing IP 912 to fetch the message from 
IP 91 1 . However, it is notoriously old and well known in the call center arts to transfer 
calls from a first call center to a second call center after interactions with a caller at the 
first call center determine or result in the need to transfer the call to the second call 
center. 

Miloslavsky teaches such a call center system. (Abstract, Col. 2, lines 30 - 52, 
Col. 7, line 1 7 - Col. 8, line 26 of Miloslavsky and Col. 1 3, line 53 - Col. 1 8, line 1 1 of 
Miloslavsky II) Moreover, Miloslavsky II teaches that IPs such as IP 102 (Fig. 1 of 
Miloslavsky II) are known to be used in call centers. In fact it is common knowledge that 
the majority of call centers use IPs functioning as voice recognition devices (VRU or 
IVR) to elicit at least preliminary information or data from a calling party to initiate proper 
call routing. (Col. 6, lines 7 - 14 of Miloslavsky II) Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
implemented the IPs taught by Sumar et al. in the manner taught by Miloslavsky and 
Miloslavsky II inasmuch as Miloslavsky and Miloslavsky II merely teach standard call 
center transferring and standard call center elements. 

As to claims 2, 8, 15, and 22, Sumar et al. teaches that the interaction between 
the IVRs/IPs and either the end user or other IVR/IP consists of dual tone 
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multifrequency (DTMF) signals, and audio in the form of voice and speech recognition, 
etc. (Col. 8, lines 31 -39, Col. 10, lines 8 - 18 of Sumar et al.) 

Note that it is inherent in any IVR/IP system that it is not an actual person 
speaking, hence the IVR system. Therefore, any pre-recorded speech would also be 
computer generated. Even if such speech were the recorded speech of an actual 
human voice, again, because Ball et al. teaches implementing in effect, a logical/web- 
based IVR/IP, that recorded speech must be converted in digital/computerized data. 
Even in a processor-based IVR/IP it would be rare, if at all possible, that a taped 
recording was used to play the pre-recorded speech. But if that were the case, it 
certainly would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

i 

invention was made to have used computerized speech in lieu of the proliferation of 

! 

computer-use and processor-based system elements in the telephony arts. 

As to claims 3, 4, 9 - 1 2, 1 6, 1 7, 20, and 21 , Sumar et al. further teaches that the 
interaction between IP 91 1 and IP 912 comprises IP 912 retrieving the information 
gleaned and stored by IP 91 1 and further processing it. (Col. 12, line 35 - Col. 16, line 
67 of Sumar et al.) Finally, after IP 912 has performed its function(s), the call or 
dialogue with IP 912 is closed or disconnected. (Col. 13, lines 25-35 of Sumar et al.) 

Note again, that because of the functionality taught by Sumar et al., the claimed 
creator and retriever are inherent. 

Moreover, the claimed session information database is inherent in Sumar et al. 
because IP 91 1 has to store the above-discussed information in some storage/memory 
means, any of which would read on a database. 
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As to claim 5, Sumar et al. teaches that voice over internet protocol 
communications is contemplated, in which case, the claimed calling party would 
comprise a computer processor inasmuch as a computer or some computer processor- 
based device would be needed to effect such communications. 

As to claims 13 and 18, see Fig. 9 of Sumar et al. Also note the rejection of 
claims 3, 4, 9 - 12, 16, 17, 20, and 21 wherein Sumar et al. was discussed regarding 
the closing of dialogue between IP 912 and the system. Before that dialogue is closed, 
the subscriber, IP 911, and IP 912 are in communication/connected. Therefore, a three 
way call is effected, wherein the connection between the subscriber and IP 91 1 is 
bridged with the connection between IP 91 1 and IP 912. Miloslavsky II also teaches call 
conferencing between a caller and both agents. (Col. 17, lines 41 - 49 of Miloslavsky II) 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 22 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hector A. Agdeppa whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7480. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon thru Fri 9:30am - 6:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ahmad F. Matar can be reached on 571-272-7488. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Hector A. Agdeppa 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2642 

H.A.A. 

September 2, 2005 
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